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Fostering children’s relationship with nature: exploring the potential of Forest School 
 
Abstract 
Forest School offers children opportunities to explore the natural environment 
regularly over an extended period of time. It is based on six key principles, one 
of which states Forest School fosters a relationship with nature and develops 
long term pro-environment attitudes through regular personal experiences in 
nature. We consider to what extent this aim is achieved by exploring the 
published evidence. We identify that a relationship with nature could be 
demonstrated under six themes although there is little robust evidence to support 
this. We suggest further research is carried out directly linked to this aim of 
Forest School.  
 
Keywords: Outdoor education; relationship with nature; Forest School, 
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Introduction 
 
The Forest School initiative was brought to the UK by the early years staff of Bridgewater 
College, Somerset following an exchange visit to Denmark in 1993. They established the first 
Forest School (Maynard, 2007a and b) and wider development of the movement in the UK 
which began in the mid 1990’s (Murray and O’Brien, 2005; O’Brien and Murray, 2006) has 
continue to spread throughout England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland (Cree and 
McCree, 2012).  Forest School has the same underlying principles and is closely related to the 
Danish early years Udeskole model (Massey, 2005; Maynard, 2007a) based on the 
Scandinavian idea that contact with nature is extremely important for children (Murray and 
O’Brien, 2005; O’Brien and Murray, 2006). It is acknowledged amongst outdoor learning 
practitioners that Forest School is something which builds upon the UK’s outdoor learning 
heritage which itself dates back to at least the nineteenth century 
(www.forestschoolassociation.org). The philosophy of Forest School is to encourage positive 
outdoor experiences through natural play to people of any age group (Horseman, 2010) 
(although our focus here, and the focus in the UK more generally is the early years to secondary 
age group). One of the stated aims of Forest School is that participation fosters a relationship 
with nature and develops long term pro-environment attitudes through regular personal 
experiences in nature (www. Forestschoolassociation.org). In this paper we consider the extent  
to which this aim is achieved through an exploration of the published evidence. 
 
Forest school is unique in that the emphasis is on learning outside of the classroom with the 
freedom to explore the natural and changing environment (Massey, 2005). Forest School 
permits contact with the natural environment through regular activities in a woodland setting, 
the opportunity for creative, diverse and imaginative play and the opportunity for children to 
develop their own lived experiences whilst developing a responsible attitude to risk within 
strict safety routines and established boundaries (Murray and O’Brien, 2005; O’Brien and 
Murray, 2006). A key feature of Forest School is the importance of individual and directed 
learning with a child-led focus (Knight, 2009; Massey, 2005; Passy and Waite, 2011) means 
practitioners observe how the child engages with Forest School and their interests and adapts 
lessons to compliment this and enhance the learning process (Falch-Lovesay, Lord and 
Ambrose, 2005; O’Brien and Murray, 2007). What sets Forest School apart from other learning 
experiences is that attendance regularly over an extended period of time results in beneficial 
outcomes that are not available as a result of a few isolated or disjointed sessions (Murray and 
O’Brien, 2005; O’Brien and Murray, 2006; Borradaile, 2006). The Forest School ethos is based 
on six principles (that we interpret as aims) which were agreed by the UK Forest School 
community in 2011 (www. Forestschoolassociation.org), these may be summarised as: 
1. Forest school takes place over an extended period of time allowing for frequent and 
regular sessions in a woodland or other natural environment; it is based upon 
observations, physical and behavioural boundaries and collaborative work between 
learners and practitioners. 
2. Forest School aims to promote the holistic development of all participants; to develop 
physical, social, cognitive, linguistic, emotional, social and spiritual abilities of the 
learner and where appropriate to link experiences to home, work and/or school 
education. 
3. Forest School offers learners the opportunity to take supported risks appropriate to 
themselves and the environment. 
4. Forest School is delivered by qualified practitioners who continuously maintain and 
update their practice and there is a high ratio of adults/practitioners to learners. 
5. Forest School uses a range of learner centred processes to create a community for 
learning and development that integrates play and choice and is responsive to the needs 
and interests of the learners.  
6. Forest School takes place in a woodland or natural setting and aims to foster a 
relationship with nature and the development of long term pro-environment attitudes 
through regular personal experiences in nature. 
 
Numerous evaluations, reviews and studies of Forest School have been undertaken (Lovell, 
O’Brien and Owen, 2010) and from these a number of positive outcomes have been reported. 
These include increased self-confidence and self-esteem, enhanced social skills, improved 
language and communication, increased motivation to learn, the development of physical skills, 
increased knowledge and understanding of nature and the outdoors (Murray et al., 2003; 
Murray and O’Brien, 2005; Davis and Waite, 2005; Massey, 2005; Falch-Lovesay, Lord and 
Ambrose, 2005; O’Brien and Murray, 2006; O’Brien and Murray, 2007; O’Brien, 2009; 
Attwood, 2010; Horseman, 2010; Lovell, O’Brien and Owen, 2010; Berrington, 2012; Ridgers, 
Knowles and Sayers, 2012; Slade, Lowery and Bland, 2013). Other studies report increased 
physical activity during the Forest School day in comparison to a regular school day as a further 
benefit of Forest School (Lovell, 2009; Lovell, O’Brien and Owen, 2010; Austin, Knowles and 
Sayers, 2013). Forest School can also shift the perspectives of teachers and children through 
participation in novel pupil-teacher interactions outside of the formal classroom setting which 
foster a reciprocal relationship through a shared approach to common challenges in the outdoor 
environment (Murray and O’Brien, 2005; O’Brien and Murray, 2006; O’Brien, 2009; 
Berrington, 2012; Slade, Lowery and Bland, 2013). Forest School also provides a means by 
which children, and particularly those children for whom such opportunities play in the natural 
environment are being lost (O’Brien and Murray, 2007), can gain regular access to the natural 
environment (Slade, Lowery and Bland, 2013). Given that children are thought to be spending 
less time playing in the natural environment, providing access to the environment through the 
education system is one way to increase children’s contact with nature and offer children the 
opportunity to learn about and engage with it (Harris, 2015). This may be beneficial to both the 
child and nature as evidence suggests sensitivity towards the environment appears to be rooted 
in childhood experiences in nature leading to bonds with and positive values towards the 
natural environment (Chawla and Flanders Cushing, 2007; Hinds and Sparks, 2008; Ernst and 
Theimer, 2011). Increasing the amount of time spent outdoors within nature can also enhance 
a child’s relationship with nature and enhance learning by enabling knowledge and skill 
acquisition, and emotional development (Waite et al., 2016). Encouraging an affinity with 
nature within children is also vital in inspiring them to protect it for future generations (Bragg 
et al., 2013). Forest School Principle (aim) six, to ‘foster a relationship with nature and develop 
long term pro-environment attitudes through regular personal experiences in nature’ is the 
focus of our discussion. Here we explore the published evidence to determine the extent to 
which this aim is achieved.   
 
Does Forest School foster a relationship with nature and the development of long term 
pro-environment attitudes?  
To explore the evidence that Forest School fosters a relationship with nature and the 
development of long term pro-environment attitudes we searched for published Forest School 
studies using a conventional internet search engine. From these, we selected those studies 
which made a reference to nature (Table one) as the basis for our analysis. From an interpretive 
analysis of the papers through repeated reading,  the authors independently identified key 
themes that they believed had the potential to demonstrate a positive relationship with nature. 
Then through reflective discussion, the six key themes outlined in Table 2 were developed.  
 
[Table 1 near here] 
[Table 2 near here] 
 
Increased knowledge about nature/environment 
Children demonstrating increased knowledge about nature and the environment was one of the 
most frequently reported outcomes of Forest School in the literature we explored and Knight 
(2009) suggested it is the most obvious outcome of Forest School. Through Forest School 
children showed increased instances of observing and noticing things around them (Murray et 
al., 2003), were able to gain knowledge about the natural phenomena around them (Murray and 
O’Brien, 2005) and were able to recognise and learn the names of trees and animals, especially 
insects (Murray and O’Brien, 2005; Ridgers, Knowles and Sayers 2012; Slade, Lowery and 
Bland, 2013; Harris, 2015) which in some cases lead to the children developing a level of 
classification (Massey, 2005; Harris, 2015). In some cases, parents also reported that their child 
had learnt about animals and trees and was able to name trees and animals (Knight, 2009; Slade, 
Lowery, Bland, 2013). However, Slade, Lowery and Bland (2013) also reported that the 
development of knowledge, understanding, interest and respect for the natural environment 
were not specifically mentioned by teachers.  
 
Understanding of the outdoor environment/nature 
Evidence suggesting an understanding of the natural environment was reported less frequently 
than evidence suggesting increased knowledge. Through Forest School children were able to 
gain an understanding of their natural surroundings through exploration and carrying out their 
own investigations. For example by floating leaves and sticks down a stream to see which 
would float furthest and speculating where they would go (Davis and Waite, 2005). Or through 
conversations which developed from the children’s activities. For example splashing in a 
puddle on a rainy day led to conversations about where the puddle came from and where it 
goes (Massey, 2005). Falch-Lovesay, Lord and Ambrose (2005) suggest that through being 
outdoors and observing nature first-hand children began to understand ecological concepts. In 
addition Murray et al. (2003) suggested that through Forest School children gained an 
understanding of the consequences of their actions for example not dropping litter. Ridgers, 
Knowles and Sayers (2012) also reported that through Forest School children gained an 
appreciation of the natural environment including a respect for the habitat of other living 
creatures, they noted that three children were able to explain why red squirrels in neighbouring 
woodland were dying and could justify their points based on their own experiences. 
 
Improved relationship with the outdoors 
An improved relationship with the outdoors was one of the outcomes of Forest School most 
frequently mentioned in the studies we explored. Harris (2015) noted the development of a 
relationship with nature was one of the most commonly mentioned themes (described as 
recognising and using natural things; caring for the natural world; developing a sense of place) 
occurring in their interviews with Forest School practitioners. This was echoed in a number of 
other studies whose findings suggest that through Forest School children are more interested 
in and motivated to learn about, their natural surroundings and curious to find out more about 
the world around them, commenting on and wanting to be close to wildlife (Murray and 
O’Brien, 2005; Attwood, 2010; Ridgers, Knowles and Sayers, 2012).  
 
Murray et al. (2003) stated that Forest School resulted in children being visibly ‘at home’ in 
the outdoors, happy to roam and explore on their own and demonstrating ownership of, a 
relationship with, and pride in a place. Indeed, Davis and Waite (2005) noted that Forest School 
resulted in children developing a sense of place and being able to express beliefs such as where 
a stream might flow to, and after Forest School children were able to identify key points on a 
map of the site with which they had become familiar. Massey (2005) also observed that children 
showed confidence and independence in the outdoor environment and that parents expressed 
wonderment at their child’s level of confidence. Murray et al. (2003) suggest Forest School 
leads to an improved relationship with the outdoors through processes such as games, being 
outdoors in all weathers and seasons and children taking responsibility for their own risk 
assessments. Processes that result in specific outputs such as routines in Forest School that are 
similar to routines in class, collection of bugs and insects for classroom nature projects, 
exploration of the woodland area, dressing in suitable clothing, following and understanding 
safety rules and a realistic understanding of potential risks are also thought to be particularly 
valuable (Murray et al. (2003). This in turn leads to the desired outcomes of linking outdoor 
routines to indoor routines, demystifying the environment and bringing the outdoors indoors, 
having the freedom to explore wilderness in a safe way, encouraging more independent 
exploration and building confidence and realising it is alright to get wet and dirty (Murray et 
al., 2003).  
 
Pride in knowledge of nature/local environment 
In Murray et al.’s (2003) report Forest School practitioners and other education professionals 
note that they anticipate that children will develop pride in a place following Forest School and 
Murray and O’Brien (2005) report that children show pride in their knowledge and familiarity 
with the setting of a Forest School. These children express a positive desire to take their parents 
to the Forest School site, or to similar woodland setting to display the knowledge and skills 
that they have gained. 
 
Ownership of the local environment 
Murray et al.’s (2003) report also indicates that Forest School practitioners and other education 
professionals anticipate that children will develop ownership of a place following Forest 
School. This is reflected by Falch-Lovesay, Lord and Ambrose (2005), Berrington (2012) and 
Harris (2015) who noted that children develop an attachment to the site. As an example, Knight 
(2009) reported that children were angry at changes to “their” camp. Murray et al. (2003) 
propose Forest School results in these outcomes through processes such as planting, looking 
after a piece of woodland over time, undertaking nature projects, showing visitors around and 
involving them in Forest School. These activities results in specific outputs such as making 
things in the wood e.g. shelters and involving parents and carers in activities leading in turn to 
the desired outcomes by actively taking care of outdoor space, becoming observant of changes 
when returning to the same plot over time, encouraging the recognition of sights and sounds of 
flora and fauna, talking positively about Forest School and sharing experiences out of school. 
 
Impact beyond Forest School 
Evidence in the reports we explored suggests Forest School has the potential to have impacts 
beyond those of immediate participation. Murray and O’Brien (2005) report that Forest School 
practitioners and other education practitioners anticipate Forest School will have a ripple effect. 
The impact beyond Forest School is demonstrated in a number of ways in the reports we 
explored including external practitioners demonstrating a different attitude towards 
participants and towards Forest School, children wanting to take their parents to Forest School 
or to a woodland setting and parents having an opportunity to gain a different view of the 
outdoors for example a different view of the perceived risks (Murray and O’Brien, 2005; 
Berrington, 2012). Children also reported hunting for minibeasts in their own gardens and how 
they handled them once they had found them (Ridgers, Knowles and Sayers, 2012). There was, 
however, no indication of the actual longevity of these impacts in the studies reviewed. Turtle, 
Convery, I. and Convery, K. (2015) found that there was a statistically significant difference 
in pro-environmental attitude, which they define as ‘ecological awareness and concern for the 
natural world and its components, leading to involvement in, and knowledge of, activities that 
have a positive impact on the environment for extrinsic reasons’, between children who had 
participated in Forest School and those who had not. They found that children who had 
participated in Forest School demonstrated a more pro-environmental attitude.  
 
Discussion  
Although we found examples of practice and outcomes that might align with aim six, our 
exploration of published Forest School studies revealed no studies which focussed specifically 
on Forest School’s potential to foster a relationship with nature and only one study (Turtle, 
Covery, I. and Convery, K., 2015) which investigated the development of pro-environment 
attitudes following participation in Forest School.  
 
It is thought that repeated direct experiences of nature enable an individual to form a 
relationship with nature, and ultimately motivate individuals to protect it (Brügger, Kaiser and 
Roczen, 2010; Beery and Wolf-Watz, 2014). Regular participation in Forest School may, 
therefore, have the potential to foster within children a relationship with nature. The studies we 
explored did not specifically assess the extent to which children develop a relationship with 
nature during and after participation in Forest School. However, through our exploration we 
have identified six themes that we believe demonstrate at least the potential for Forest School 
to foster a relationship between children and nature. These themes suggest that through Forest 
School children become more aware of, interested in and want to learn more about the natural 
environment, there are increased instances of children noticing things around them, and some 
children develop the knowledge to name animals and trees and begin to understand ecological 
concepts. Through participation in Forest School, children may become more comfortable in 
the outdoors and want to spend more time in the natural environment. Participants are proud 
of the knowledge they have developed and wanted to share their knowledge with others. We 
suggest that a greater awareness of and a desire to spend more time in the natural world 
indicates the potential for an improved relationship with the natural environment. It also 
became clear through our exploration of the published literature that authors and practitioners 
believe that participation in Forest School has the potential to foster a relationship between 
children and nature although there is currently no robust assessment of this relationship.  
 
The development of a relationship with nature, cognitive and/or emotional, can be described 
using the environmental connectedness perspective which suggests that through spending time 
in nature an individual will feel more connected to nature, care more about nature and 
ultimately be inspired to protect nature (Beery and Wolf-Watz, 2014).  Children’s connection 
to nature is important to both the child and the natural environment (Richardson et al., 2016) 
and the importance of children’s connection to and respect for nature is recognised in the UN 
Convention on the Rights of the Child which are a set of international legal obligations ratified 
in December 1991 in the UK (UNICEFUK, n.d.) and the World Congress of the International 
Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) in 2012 adopted a motion endorsing the “Child’s 
Right to Connect with Nature and to a healthy environment” (World Conservation Congress, 
2012). Research by Richardson (2015) suggested a child’s connection to nature is associated 
with more time spent in nature and connection to nature is best started in childhood through 
regular contact with nature. There has been recent recognition of the benefits of outdoor 
learning with physical, social, personal and curricular benefits being reported in response to 
connection with the environment (Edwards-Jones, Waite and Passy, 2016). Increased contact 
with nature has also been said to improve the way children learn allowing them to learn 
differently through cognitive impacts (greater knowledge and understanding), affective 
impacts (attitudes, values, beliefs and self-perceptions), interpersonal and social impacts 
(communication skills, leadership and teamwork), and physical and behavioural impacts 
(fitness, personal behaviours and social actions) (Dillon et al., 2005 in Moss, 2012) in addition 
children engaged in learning outside the classroom achieve higher test scores (Malone 2009; 
Scott and Boyd, 2014), have increased confidence and self-esteem, show leadership qualities, 
are socially competent, have greater physical fitness and motor skill development and are more 
environmentally aware (Malone 2009). Richardson (2015) also suggests that a connection to 
nature is important to learning many core academic subjects and children who are more 
connected to nature have significantly higher attainment in English as well as having 
significantly higher health, life satisfaction, pro-nature behaviours and pro-environmental 
behaviours.   
 
We were also interested in whether there was evidence to suggest the second part of aim six, 
Forest School develops long-term pro-environment attitudes, was met. Previous research 
suggests connectedness to nature encourages pro-environmental behaviour (Geng et al., 2015) 
thus suggesting if Forest School does foster within children a relationship with nature this may 
lead to the development of pro-environment behaviours. It was noted by Murray et al. (2003) 
that children become more aware of the consequences of their actions, for example dropping 
litter. Whilst this does not directly indicate that children develop more pro-environment 
behaviours it does suggest that children may become more aware of the fact that their actions 
can have an impact upon the natural environment. The only study investigating the impact of 
Forest School on pro-environment behaviours (Turtle, Convery, I. and Convery, K., 2015) 
suggested that participation in Forest School could have a positive impact on pro-environment 
behaviours as children who had participated in Forest School scored more highly on 
questionnaires assessing pro-environment attitudes than those who had not participated in 
Forest School. However, this study was limited in the number of participating schools (three 
participating in Forest School and three not participating in Forest School) and gave no 
indication of the long term effects of participation in Forest School on pro-environment 
attitudes and behaviours. 
 
The studies we explored had a wide range of research foci and used a wide range of data 
collection methods to capture the outcomes of Forest School (Table one). However, the 
majority of them place attention on the social and developmental benefits of Forest School.  
Whilst this gives a broad view of the outcomes of Forest School it makes it difficult to replicate 
methods and compare results between studies to draw robust and wide-reaching conclusions 
about the outcomes of Forest School. Whilst there is a wealth of Forest School research 
available it is currently fragmented. The evidence we found and reported here was extracted 
from studies reporting a wide range of outcomes of Forest School. Many of the studies we 
explored either used methods building upon those used by Murray and O’Brien (2005) or 
compared their findings to the eight themes suggested by Murray and O’Brien (2005) (1. 
Confidence, 2. Social skills, 3. Language and Communication, 4. Motivation and concentration, 
5. Physical skills, 6. Knowledge and understanding, 7. New perspectives, 8. Ripple effects 
beyond Forest School).  However, none of the studies specifically addressed the success of 
Forest School in achieving aim six, to foster a relationship with nature and only a limited 
number refer to the development of a relationship with nature. Furthermore only  one study 
(that of Turtle, Covery, I. and Convery, K., 2015) specifically addressed the possibility that 
participation in Forest School leads to the development of long-term pro-environment attitudes, 
but this study is limited by duration and sample size. 
 
The majority of the evidence recorded in the studies we explored is based upon observations 
of Forest School participants by practitioners and education professionals or is the voice of 
practitioners captured through interviews.  The principles (which we interpret as aims) of 
Forest School have been established by the Forest School community (www. 
Forestschoolassociation.org) and the propositions for change developed by Murray and 
O’Brien (2005, 2006), often used in later studies, were also developed by practitioners and 
wider stakeholders based upon how they felt Forest School had an impact on children (Murray 
and O’Brien, 2005). It, therefore, seems likely that evaluations corroborate predicted benefits, 
but this is done without robust measurement methodologies (see also Waite, Bølling and 
Bentsen, 2015). Much of the evidence available to support claims Forest School meets its aims 
is anecdotal and observational, which is notoriously difficult to capture (O’Brien and Murray, 
2007). We note that Murray et al.  (2003) and Murray and O’Brien (2005) state that it requires 
more than quantitative research to assess the outcomes of Forest School but we suggest there 
is a need for a robust measurement of whether Forest School fosters a relationship with nature 
and thus achieves aim six. The timescale and regularity children participate in Forest School 
also vary between studies meaning there is no indication of the optimum timescale over which 
participation in Forest School needs to occur for its aims to be met. Since a relationship with 
nature, and its potential benefits, is thought to develop over regular, recurring experiences in 
nature it would be beneficial to know what timescale children need to participate in Forest 
School for such a relationship to develop.  
 
Conclusions and implications 
Given the potential benefits of fostering children’s relationships with nature, we suggest greater 
attention should be paid to whether children’s participation in Forest School results in aim six  
‘to foster a relationship with nature and develop long term pro-environment attitudes through 
regular personal experiences in nature’ being met. We suggest that a priority should be the 
development of a systematic methodology for measuring a child’s relationship with nature 
before, during and after Forest School to identify whether Forest School fosters a relationship 
with nature and over what timescale and frequency children need to participate in Forest School 
for a relationship with nature to develop. We also suggest there is a need to measure children’s 
relationship with nature post participation in Forest School to identify whether Forest School 
has a long term impact on children’s relationship with nature and whether this results in pro-
environment attitudes and behaviours which persist after participation in Forest School has 
ceased. 
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Study Data collection methods used in the study 
Murray et al., 
2003 
Supported self-evaluation for Forest School Leaders and other 
education professionals (1.Storyboard 2.Data collection and 
analysis 3.Reflection poster (review)) 
Murray and 
O’Brien, 2005 
Self-appraisal methodology for Forest School Leaders and other 
education professionals, builds upon  methodology developed by 
Murray et al., 2003 (1.Storyboard 2.Data collection and analysis 
3.Reflection poster (review)) 
Massey, 2005 Participatory case study. Data was collected regularly by the 
researcher in collaboration with the Forest School leader and 
nursery staff over a period of nine months. 
Informal unstructured interviews were conducted with 
participants during weekly Forest School sessions 
Video and photographic data collected and observations recorded 
in an anecdotal log during and after the researchers visit 
A questionnaire for parents including open and closed questions 
Davis and Waite, 
2005 
Participant observation in Forest School programmes 
Videotaped and photographic records of sessions 
Interviews with teachers and children 
A range of elicitation techniques with children 
Questionnaires to parents 
Forest School leader's evaluations 
Mapping of a site and children’s use of it. 
Falch-Lovesay, 
Lord and 
Ambrose, 2005 
Reflection on sessions and informal communication with parents 
by Forest School leaders  
Photographs, recording possible schemas and wow moments, 
overview of 12 key areas of learning and individual pupil 
observations by Forest School leaders and teachers  
overview of Forest School by teachers 
home evaluation by parents and children 
Maynard 2007a Primarily individual semi structured interviews with three Forest 
School practitioners trained at Bridgewater College  
Knight, 2009 Repeated and extended previous methods developed by Murray 
and O’Brien, 2005 
Further data collection was oral questionnaires with children and 
written questionnaires for parents from each of the four year 
groups who had previously participated in Forest School during 
the Foundation stage and written questionnaires for parents at the 
second school which had recently participated in Forest School 
Attwood, 2010 Practitioners recorded observations of activities and dialogue 
among children to create a diary for the individual child and the 
whole group. Photographs and some video clips were also used 
to document children’s activities and experience. All adults 
involved had a short period of reflection at the end of each session 
Berrington, 2012 Interviews with eight Forest School practitioners asking for 
evidence to support the eight propositions for change suggested 
by Murray and O’Brien, 2005. 
Ridgers, Knowles 
and Sayers, 2012 
Baseline and post-programme small focus group discussions with 
children to discuss their experiences of play and natural play 
using a semi-structured format and open-ended questions. 
Following Forest School children were also asked what they 
enjoyed, what they learnt and whether they continued to engage 
in the activities they undertook at Forest School 
Slade, Lowery 
and Bland, 2013 
Semi-structured interviews with one teacher, two teaching 
assistants, the family and pastoral support officer, two volunteers, 
the headteacher of the school, ten pupils and seven parents/carers. 
Interview responses were analysed and compared to Murray and 
O’Brien’s (2005) findings 
Harris et al., 2015 Semi-structured interviews with twenty Forest School leaders 
Turtle, Convery, 
I. and Convery, 
K., 2015 
Questionnaires to assess environmental attitudes of children 
aged eight to eleven years old administered to children who had 
participated in Forest School (59 completed and returned) and 
children who had not participated in Forest School (136 
completed and returned). A naturalistic inquiry-based study day 
with one school as part of an exploratory Forest School session.  
 
 
Table 1. The publications that have been examined in the current study and the data collection 
methods employed in each of them.  
  
 Theme Studies 
Increased knowledge about 
nature/environment 
Murray and O’Brien, 2005 
Massey, 2005 
Maynard, 2007a 
Knight, 2009 
Ridgers, Knowles and Sayers, 
2012 
Berrington, 2012 
Slade, Lowery and Bland, 2013 
Harris,2015 
Understanding of the outdoor 
environment/nature 
Murray et al., 2003 
Massey, 2005 
Davies and Waite, 2005 
Falch-Lovesay, Lord and 
Ambrose, 2005 
Ridgers, Knowles and Sayers, 
2012 
Improved relationship with the outdoors Murray et al., 2003 
Murray and O’Brien, 2005 
Massey, 2005 
Davies and White, 2005 
Attwood, 2010 
Ridgers, Knowles and Sayers, 
2012 
Harris, 2015 
Ownership of the local environment Murray et al., 2003 
Falch-Lovesay, Lord and 
Ambrose, 2005 
Knight, 2009 
Berrington, 2012 
Harris, 2015 
Pride in knowledge of nature/local 
environment 
Murray et al., 2003 
Murray and O’Brien, 2005 
Impact beyond Forest School Murray and O’Brien, 2005 
Ridgers, Knowles and Sayer, 
2012 
Berrington, 2012 
Turtle, Convery, I. and Convery, 
K., 2015 
 
 
Table 2. The key themes assumed to indicate a relationship with nature emerging from our analysis 
of the published works that have been examined as part of the current study. 
 
 
